Abstract: A reinvestigation of the validity of the belemnite genus Belemnopsis BAYLE is undertaken, together with a survey of the early history of the usage of the names Belemnites sulcatus, Belemnopsis BAYLE and Belemnopsis EDWARDS. Belemnites sulcatus MILLER has been variously equated with either Belemnites apiciconus BLAINVILLE or with the group of belemnites including Belemnites Altdorfensis BLAINVILLE and B. Beaumontianus ORBIGNY. RIEGRAF (and not PHILLIPS) subsequently designated a lectotype which may be valid and, in case it is not, is validated here. The species concept for Belemnites sulcatus, as based on this lectotype, places it in the genus Holcobeloides GUSTOMESOV. Belemnopsis EDWARDS has date priority over Belemnopsis BAYLE, but must be interpreted as an "incorrect original spelling" and, therefore, does not enter into homonymy according to the ICZN; Belemnopsis BAYLE is thus a valid genus. DOUVILLÉ subsequently nominated Belemnites sulcatus, which was figured as Belemnopsis sulcata by BAYLE, and therefore is a valid designation because this species is amongst the original species included in Belemnopsis by BAYLE. One of BAYLE's figures of Belemnopsis sulcata agrees with Belemnites apiciconus BLAINVILLE, but does not agree with Belemnites sulcatus as defined by its lectotype; as such this is a case of misidentified type species. Belemnites apiciconus BLAINVILLE, the species involved in the misidentification, is therefore designated type species of Belemnopsis BAYLE here and validated by citing the ICZN. The actions taken here maintain nomenclature at the genus, family and suborder level in respect to the names Belemnopsis and Belemnosis and serve to stabilize the complicated nomenclature issues related to these taxa. 
Introduction
Belemnites sulcatus was erected by MILLER (1826, p. 59) with the description "Guard subcylindrical, elongated, having a longitudinal sulcus, and terminating in an acute apex" and was recorded from the "Inferior Oolite" from "Dundry, near Oxford". Two specimens were figured, MILLER's Pl. VIII, fig. 5 . Following an extensive discussion, RIEGRAF (1999) concluded that PHILLIPS (1870), as First Reviser of Belemnites sulcatus MILLER, fixed the species concept and restricted the name Belemnites sulcatus to MILLER's Pl. VIII, fig. 5 , a form that was regarded by PHILLIPS (1865, p. 5; 1870) as originating from the Oxford Clay (Callovian) from near Oxford. This conclusion has had serious implications for belemnite taxonomy (RIEGRAF, 1999) . Belemnites sulcatus was designated as type species of the genus Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878, by H. DOUVILLÉ in 1879, but RIEGRAF (1999, p. 60) maintained that the real Belemnites sulcatus MILLER, 1826, as emended by PHILLIPS, 1870, is not represented amongst the species figured by BAYLE (1878) and, as such, would represent an invalid designation. Furthermore, RIEGRAF (1999) points out that STRAND (1926) recognised that Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878, was preoccupied by Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, and that therefore BAY-LE's genus name was invalid. This leads to further complication because the family name Belemnopseidae NAEF, 1922 , emend JELETZKY, 1946 , and the suborder name Belemnopseina JELETZKY, 1965 , are derived from Belemnopsis, whereas the family name Belemnoseidae WILT-SHIRE, 1865, is based on Belemnosis. If Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, is valid then this genus would be placed under the Family Belemnoseidae WILTSHIRE creating extensive nomenclature confusion. Further, Belemnites sulcatus MILLER as emended by PHILLIPS would be placed today in the genus Holcobeloides GUSTOMESOV, 1958 (DZYUBA, 2011 , which belongs to the Cylindroteuthididae STOLLEY, 1919 . To reduce such nomenclatural complexity, RIEGRAF (1999) suggested that Pachybelemnopsis RIEGRAF (1980) should be used for those forms previously attributed to Belemnopsis, with the Suborder Pachybelemnopseina RIEGRAF (in RIEGRAF et al., 1998) and Family Mesohibolitidae NERODENKO, 1983 , replacing Belemnopseina and Belemnopseidae, respectively. However, this course of action does not remove the problem of what to do with the generic names Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, and Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878 (depending on which one is valid), and some belemnite workers (e.g., CHALLINOR & HIKUROA, 2007, p. 6 ) are unhappy with discarding so well-entrenched a generic name as Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878.
In this paper I explore the nomenclature problems surrounding Belemnites sulcatus MIL-LER using the rules of the International Code for Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN, 1999) and come to different conclusions. I present these arguments in this paper. 
The historical concept of

In his Catalogue of the Mollusca in the British
Museum, GRAY (1849) described the species of mollusc then known from the British Isles. In that volume he described the belemnites, some of which have been discussed above, together with various teuthids and sepiids. Amongst the sepiids was J. de C. SOWERBY's 1829 species Beloptera anomalus which was described by GRAY (1849) on page 118. In the section on "Additions and Corrections" at the end of this work, GRAY (1849, p. 157-158) added a description of Belemnopsis anomala with the genus attributed to J.E. ED-WARDS', as then unpublished, work on the cephalopods of the London Clay.
EDWARDS' 1849 monograph on the cephalopods of the lower Tertiaries describing a new sepiid taxon (both genus and species) Belemnosis plicata appeared in the Palaeontographical Society volume for the year 1848, which was published in July 1849 (EDWARDS & WOOD, 1877). EDWARDS introduced the new genus Belemnosis, but also introduced a new specific name plicata which, since there was only but a single specimen that had received the specific name anomalus by J. de C. SOWERBY, becomes a junior synonym. EDWARDS (1849, footnote at the bottom of p. 38) indicated the derivation of the name Belemnosis as being from: Βελεμνον, telum and ενωηιs, conjunctio, relating to the transition between belemnites and sepiids. In contrast RIEGRAF (1999, p. 60) suggested the suffix -opsis, as used in Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, was derived from the Greek for 'form' or 'shape' which does not agree with the eponym given by EDWARDS (1849). The question then is: which, Belemnosis or Belemnopsis, has priority? Dating the publication of GRAY's various catalogues of animals in the British Museum is difficult as each only has the year of publication indicated. SHERBORN (1926) attempted to determine the date of issue of each catalogue (that is issue to book sellers), but could only determine the dates when the Catalogues were laid down on the table for the trustees of the British Museum, and not the actual date when the Catalogues were issued to dealers. SHERBORN (1926) determined that GRAY's Catalogue for 1849 was laid on the table for trustees on the 30 th June 1849, and this was confirmed by KABAT (1979) . If it was immediately submitted to dealers, then GRAY's 1849 work would be deemed to have appeared one month earlier than EDWARDS' 1849 work (ICZN, 1999, article 21.3.1 ). Yet GRAY (1849, p. 158) cited the page numbers from EDWARDS' 1849 work for the description of both the genus and the species of Belemnopsis plicata as well as giving the plate and figure numbers of the illustration (although he cited the title of the work incorrectly as "Cephalopes of London Clay"). GRAY (1849) also amended the specific name from plicata, which must be a junior synonym as there was only one specimen, to anomalus. The citation of actual page and figure numbers, as well as specific names, indicates that GRAY (1849) must have seen page proofs or a preprint of EDWARD's 1849 work before publication so as to allow him to include these details in his own work. Furthermore, EDWARDS' 1849 paper was included in the volume of the Palaeontological Society for 1848, suggesting it was completed in 1848 and was awaiting publication; additionally there is no mention of GRAY's 1849 work in EDWARDS (1849). It seems therefore irrefutable that GRAY had access to EDWARDS' 1849 work in the latter stages of completing his own (1849) Catalogue, but that his Catalogue must be deemed to have appeared a month earlier that EDWARDS' work. According to the Code (ICZN, 1999, article 21.8), prior to the year 2000, the distribution of preprints of a work before the recognized publication of the work advances the date of publication, but this does not apply to page proofs, and since no preprints have been recorded it is most likely that GRAY saw the page proofs of EDWARDS' work. Given the fact that GRAY acknowledged EDWARDS' work, it is clear that GRAY was not trying to claim authorship of EDWARDS' generic name and it would also seem clear that Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, is a spelling mistake for Belemnosis EDWARDS, 1849, even though it was published earlier. It is worthy of note that, according to IREDALE (1913) , there are many spelling mistakes in GRAY's works during the interval 1838-1845, and it would appear that the spelling Belemnopsis is another case.
There are two ways of treating this situation. Firstly, that Belemnopsis is an "incorrect original spelling" of Belemnosis (ICZN, 1999, article 32) . Secondly, that Belemnosis is an "incorrect subsequent spelling" of Belemnopsis (ICZN, 1999, article 33) . From the derivation of the name Belemnosis as given by EDWARDS (1849, footnote at the bottom of p. 38) it is clear that Belemnosis was the intended spelling for the generic name and that Belemnopsis is therefore an "incorrect original spelling", rather than an "incorrect subsequent spelling" because GRAY's work appear before that of EDWARDS'. Because GRAY (1849) clearly referred to EDWARDS' 1849 work, this could be taken as an indication of where to find the correct spelling of the generic name as required in ICZN article 32.5.1. However this does not entirely fit the article. If we look at current usage, Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY, 1849, is not used even by RIEGRAF et al. (1998, p. 312 ; even though on p. 253, Pachybelemnopsis RIEGRAF is used in preference to Belemnopsis BAYLE) and seems to be universally regarded as an "incorrect original spelling" (e.g., HERRMANNSEN, 1852, p. 17). It is therefore acceptable to consider Belemnopsis EDWARD's in GRAY (1849) as an "'incorrect original spelling" which therefore cannot enter into homonymy (ICZN, 1999, 32.4) .
In 1878, BAYLE introduced a new genus Belemnopsis for a group of belemnites carrying an elongate ventral groove, yet only the volume illustrating the plates, but not the text volume, was issued. Furthermore, there was no indication of a selection of a type species for Belemnopsis (or the other genera). In his volume, BAYLE (1878) illustrated four species which he included in Belemnopsis, namely: Belemnopsis Altdorfensis BLAINVILLE (BAYLE, 1878, Pl. XXIX, figs. 3-4) ; Belemnopsis Bessina ORBIGNY (BAYLE, 1878, Pl. XXX, fig. 1) ; Belemnopsis unicanaliculata HARTMAN (BAYLE, 1878, Pl. XXX, fig. 2, 5) ; and Belemnopsis sulcata MILLER (BAYLE, 1878, Pl. XXX, figs. 3-4) .
The following year, BLAKE (1882) writing in The Geological Record for 1878 listed the new belemnite genera that BAYLE (1878) had introduced and recorded that Belemnopsis BAYLE was preoccupied. RIEGRAF (1999) stated that STRAND (1926) was the first to recognize that Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878, was preoccupied, yet BLAKE in 1882 clearly indicated that Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878, was preoccupied, but without specifying that it was preoccupied by Belemnopsis GRAY, 1849. Yet, because Belemnopsis EDWARDS in GRAY (1849) must be regarded as an "incorrect original spelling", Belemnopsis BAYLE, 1878, is an available, and therefore valid, name.
The first designation of a type species for Belemnopsis BAYLE was made by DOUVILLÉ (1879, p. 91) who selected Belemnites sulcatus MILLER as type species. BAYLE's 1878 four "species" which he placed in Belemnopsis would now be placed amongst several genera and species, but it is important to record that BAYLE's 1878, Pl. XXX, fig. 4 fig. 3a -c.
